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Abstract 
The need to adapt teaching methodologies to the European Higher Education Area lead us to look for the best approaches to 
guarantee the training of future teachers and social educators. In our examination of methodological strategies, we have taken 
into account the opinions of 290 students with, establishing the most relevant factors and determining how they discriminate. 
This is a descriptive and exploratory study, which offers five factors: collaborative work, portfolio, seminar, contract, assistance 
and counselling. The discrimination is between the contract and the portfolio, showing a difference of interests between the 
groups of students according to their specialities. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
The establishment of the European Higher Education Area together with the experiences obtained from the 
implementation of the ECTS (European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System) have required new approaches 
to be taken on board in the teaching practice. New methodological options have been adopted which assure quality 
and social usefulness to Higher Education (Consejo de Coordinación Universitaria, 2006). This change implies a 
new type of teaching style where students gain more relevance. Teachers have to adapt their teaching to these 
changes by giving more prominence to students, making use of learning strategies that foster learning autonomy in 
the development of student personal work (Rué, 2007), getting involved in the students’ active learning and 
promoting collaborative work (Fernández, 2006), and tutoring and orienting students to make the best of their study 
and tasks (García, 2008). This teaching and learning approach is student centred and is based on a clearly defined 
teaching plan with fixed objectives and organised tasks prepared for the achievement of competencies (Bolivar, 
2007). This entails giving answers to students’ requests in their personal development and professional orientation, 
adopting methodological options to encourage sequenced learning activities and placing the emphasis on the 
strategies and resources needed to acquire the aforementioned competencies (De Miguel, 2006).  
To carry out an innovative teaching experience in the Faculty of Education of the University of Granada 
(Spain) we considered the following as methodological strategies:  
- Collaborative group work, where students participate in small groups to prepare and defend tasks that help to 
maximise their learning. The teacher previously plans the task, which the students develop in a cooperative, 
coordinated and interdependent way (Romero and Salicetti, 2009);  
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- the portfolio, a relevant tool not only to gather materials and learning evidences (Rué, 2007), but also to 
acquire assessment abilities and self-reflection (Colén, Giné and Imbernón, 2006), and involve the students in their 
learning (Romero, Zurita and Zurita, 2010);  
- learning contract, which regulates the teaching/learning process by means of an agreement between the 
teacher and the student to achieve the objectives planned through autonomous working proposals (Almeida and 
César, 2006), with teacher supervision in a set period of time (Lobato, 2006; Villoria, 2004);  
- the seminar, or a reduced group, which provides more opportunities to debate, exchange information and 
discussions on different topics and produces more interesting conclusions for the participants (Alfaro, 2006);  
- the tutoring, which is a very interesting tool to stimulate, guide, support and evaluate the learning and the 
integral development of the student (García, 2008), and 
- the teaching assistant board, where teaching staff can share academic information and data, communication 
among colleagues is facilitated and the monitoring of academic progress of the student is encouraged (Correa and 
Paredes, 2009). 
2. Methodology 
Objectives. To determine the students’ opinions about methodological strategies, students must establish which 
are, the most relevant factors for the academic work they have to produce, the type of relationship that exists 
between the factors and how they discriminate. 
Design. This is a descriptive, exploratory and non-experimental study. A questionnaire was passed to Teacher 
Training and Social Education students to gather the information (Hidalgo, 2006). 
Population is intentional and incidental, with a total number of 290 students from seven different specialities 
grouped as follows: 26 from Pre-Primary Education (9%); 55 from Special Education (19%); 30 from Foreign 
Languages (10.3%); 47 from Primary Education (16.2 %); 40 from Physical Education (13.8%); 58 from Musical 
Education (20%) and 34 from Social Education (11%). 
Instruments. The data gathering was completed by means of a questionnaire. It had 24 items with four ordered 
response levels for each answer: “1” strongly disagree, “2” disagree, “3” agree and, “4” for strongly agree. The 
questionnaire was previously validated (Romero, Cepero, López and Ortega, 2009) and includes the following 
items:  3  about  the  contract,  5  the  portfolio,  7  group work,  4  the  seminar,  2  the  tutorial  and 2  about  the  teaching 
assistant platform. The Cronbach Alpha was used to check the reliability of items, obtaining a very high value of 
.89. The items discriminate adequately, obtaining correlations between each item and the item-total of higher than 
0.30 (fluctuating between .31 in I09 item and .57 in I11 item). Consequently this questionnaire is reliable and 
discriminates adequately.  
Procedure. The participants were duly informed about the how to proceed with the questionnaire. Special 
emphasis was placed on not leaving any item blank and students were told that the questionnaire was anonymous 
and participation voluntary. It took around twenty minutes to complete the questionnaire.  
Data analysis. For the statistical analysis package SPSS 15.0 was used. A factorial, descriptive, inferential and 
discriminate factor analysis was carried out.  
3. Results 
3.1. The most relevant factors for the academic work the students have to elaborate 
A factorial analysis has been carried out to obtain the ideas contained in the items. KMO sampling adequacy 
test (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) with a value of .88 and Bartlett's test of sphericity, the Pearson Chi-square test is 
significative: Ȥ2 (325, 290) = 2044.74, p = .00, proving the factorial analysis is pertinent. The extracting method has 
conversed in 7 interactions, providing five components that explain 62.04% of the variance and shows interest for 
the interpretation of our study, omitting the loads below .4. 
Factor 1, collaborative group work with eight items, is the dominant factor and the best one to clarify the 
students’ methodological options. It explains 30.75% of the variance. It has high loads, which fluctuate between .52 
and .70 and a good level of reliability (Į = .81). The items and their saturation are: I14 (.70), I13 (.67), I10 (.61), I16 
(.59), I15 (.58), I17 (.55) and I12.  
Factor 2, the portfolio,  covers  five  items  that  explain  11.03%  of  the  variance,  with  high  loads  and  a  good  
reliability (Į = .78). The items and their saturation are: I07 (.73), I06 (.66), I08 (.61), I05 (.54) and I09 (.53). 
Cipriano Romero-Cerezo et al. / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 15 (2011) 2977–2981 2979
Factor 3, the seminar with four items, explains 8.83% of the variance, with high reliability (Į = .72) and loads. 
The items and their saturation are: I18 (.70), I19 (.69), I21 (.58) and I20 (.52). 
Factor 4, student learning contract with four items, explain 6.12% of the variance, with an acceptable 
reliability (Į = .70) and high loads. The items and their saturation are: I02 (.67), I03 (.66), I01 (.63) and I04 (.60). 
Factor 5, ideas related to “student support and orientation” with four items just explain 5,49% of the variance, 
with medium loads and an acceptable value in its reliability (Į = .67). The items and their saturation are: I24 (.73), 
I23 (.69) and I22 (.52). 
Factor 1, collaborative group work, is the most valued one (M= 3.20 and SD= .05). Infant Education students 
(M= 3.42 and SD= .40) esteem it the most and on the contrary Social Education students give it  the lowest score 
(M= 3.09 and SD= .58). Factor 5, student support and orientation, comes in second place (M= 3.16 and SD= .46), 
being more valued by Special Education students (M= 3.35 and SD= .45) and less by Social Education students (M= 
3.05 and SD= .54), Primary Education students (M= 3.06 and SD= .62) and Music Education students (M= 3.08 and 
SD= .51). 
The portfolio, factor 2, receives the lowest score (M= 2.94  and SD= .50), even though it is valued positively by 
Infant Education students (M= 3.27 and SD= .41) and not so much by Physical Education students (M= 2.68 and 
SD= .63). Significative differences have been found in this factor between the different groups of students F (6, 
283)= 2.83, p = .01. Cheffé post hoc test shows that these differences are clearly significative between the groups 
mentioned before.  
Factor 3, the seminar, comes in third place (M= 3.04 and SD= .50). It scores the highest punctuation with 
Infant Education students (M= 3.23 and SD= .41) and the lowest with Physical Education students (M= 2.93 and 
SD= .52). In this case there are no significative differences between the groups. 
Student learning contract, factor 4, is in penultimate position (M= 3.04 and SD= .50). Special Education 
students score this item higher (M= 3.22 and SD= .40), and well as Infant Education students (M= 3.21 and SD= 
.31); for Social Education students it has little interest. There are significant differences between groups F (6, 283)= 
7.30, p = .00 and through Cheffé post hoc test. Those differences are between Special Education students with 
Social Education students (p= .00) and with Music students (p= .01); between Infant and Social Education (p= .00), 
Primary Education with Social Education (p= .01) and between Physical Education with Social Educations students 
(p= .00). 
3.2. Discriminant analysis  
A discriminate analysis was undertaken with the factors obtained. Box’s M test produced information about 
heteroscedasticity, which made necessary to carry out the analysis as the differences were significant (Box’s M 
=35.89, F (5, 75984.65) = 4.50, p = .00). 
Wilks’ lambda distribution was chosen. In our study factors 4 and 2 are the best ones to discriminate: F (6, 
283)= 7.30, p = .00 and F (6, 283)= 5.86, p= .00. The self-values of the canonical discrimination provide the 
discriminate  score  deviations  between groups  and factors.  The  data  show a  function  1  with  a  self-value  of  .34,  a  
variance of 65.4% and a correlation of .44. This verifies the existence of discrimination and a variance between the 
groups with respect to the two functions. A Wilks’ lambda (.88) is confirmed with a Chi-square value of Ȥ2 (6, 290) 
= 37.01, p = .00.  
For the majority of discriminatory factors and their comparison with the different specialities, we chose first the 
matrix of the structure with a higher correlation between the discriminatory variables and the canonical 
discrimination function. It can be observed that Factor 4 discriminates more in Function 1 (r= .88) and Factor 2 in 
Function 2 (r= .99). They are the most relevant for comparing with the different groups. The function centroids let 
us measure the value of the loads of each of the groups with respect to the functions, highlighting the following: 
a) Special Education (.57), Physical Education (.44) and Primary Education students (.32) accept the learning 
contract in a more positive way. On the other hand, Social Education (-.81), followed by Foreign Language 
(-.45) and Music Education students reject it. 
b) Infant Education students (.74) valued the use of the portfolio, which was rejected by students of Physical 
Education (-.45) and Music (-.21). 
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4. Discussion and Conclusions  
When we have to establish the methodological strategies for teacher trainees and social educators, the factorial 
analysis of the data obtained indicate that the most characteristic features of the students’ opinions about their 
training are: Factor 1, collaborative work group; factor 2, the portfolio; factor 3, the seminar, factor 4, the learning 
contract and factor 5, student counselling and advising.
Collaborative work group, factor 1, is the most valued methodology. This includes the following components: 
student commitment with the work, elaborating and developing a common project, spending time in group meetings, 
defending the work in front of the class, reflecting and critically evaluating the work done. An, Kim and Kim (2008) 
found five factors students perceived about group work: individual responsibility, affective support, leadership, 
work consensus and clear guidelines about the work to do. Romero (2009) and Romero and Salicetti (2009) 
provided evidence to suggest that group work contributed to the development of competencies: their care for doing 
things correctly, being involved in the research, managing the information, administering the time to prepare and 
elaborate the work, defending it in front of the classroom and participating in the debates which foster 
communicative abilities and reinforce analysis and reflection. Likewise Andreu, Sanz and Serrat (2009) found that 
students perceived group work and cooperative activities to be very positive.  
The second factor with high levels of student approval is counselling and advising. Students do value the 
advice and counsel they may receive from teachers and the teaching assistant platform. García et al. (2005) and 
Romero, Zurita and Zurita (2010) demonstrated the great importance students give to tutorials as an orienting 
procedure, which favours formative processes; it is transformed into a learning guide. Similarly, Coll, Mauri and 
Onrubia (2006) discovered that students emphasize the usefulness of the virtual classroom to gain permanent access 
to subject material resources, tasks and activities, highlighting the easy access and the functioning possibilities it 
offers. Sierens et al. (2009) found positive correlations among teaching methodologies that encourage student 
autonomous work with teacher support and the capabilities the students may achieve in those activities that need 
self-regulation.  
Student contract and the portfolio constitute the factor with the highest level of discrimination among the 
different Teacher Training specialities, despite the fact that it received the lower scores. There are significant 
differences and it is important to establish which factors most characterise each speciality under study. There is 
evidence to suggest that Special Education, Physical Education and Primary Education students are more committed 
and assume more responsibility in their learning process. They previously establish which contents they are going to 
develop and how they will be evaluated. In contrast, Social Education students are more reluctant to fulfil their 
obligations. They prefer to develop the learning without any systematization or control.  
Pre-primary Education students considered the use of the portfolio as a learning tool in autonomous work to be 
of great interest and benefit; in contrast, Physical and Music Education students have a negative opinion about it.  
This paper shows students’ opinions about the options they prefer in terms of the use of methodological 
strategies in their training processes. We have established which factors have higher levels of impact, the type of 
relationship that exists among them, and finally, which factors discriminate among the different specialities in 
Teacher Training. As a future study, we consider the establishment of an intervention program to be of interest. 
Here, we could contrast students’ opinions at the beginning, during and at the end of the experience.  
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